Changes from Appendi x H

1. The "Purpose" paragraph is rewitten to describe the

suppl enmental tasks. These are: (a) Screen incom ng applications
agai nst a set of maps to identify potential issues; (b) Use
site specific information to determ ne whether the issue is
relevant to the project at hand; (c) If relevant, use the

nmet hodol ogy acconpanyi ng the naps or anot her nethodol ogy

provi ded by the applicant or others to assess the effect, if

any; (d) Conpare the project location to the predicted futures
presented by the EIS.

2. A "Background" paragraph is added to describe the
application review process and the role of the screeni ng maps.
The issues identified through the screening will be given the
appropriate weighting and analysis along with the other public
interest analysis and other requirements of the Corps permt
regul ati ons.

3. The "Format" paragraph is deleted. However, for each issue
a narrative has been added to describe the assunptions
underl yi ng the map.

4. The "Status" and "Updating" paragraphs are conbined into a
si ngl e "Updat es" paragraph and shortened to reflect the
commtnment to utilize new and site-specific information when
avai |l abl e.

5. The "Permt Review' paragraph has been nodified to delete
the text describing the permt review process. An addition was
made for applications that are pending at the date of this
docunent to require that the screening maps be used to ensure
sonme issue is not inadvertently mssed. |If the issue has

al ready been identified in the normal review process then the
wor k that has al ready been done will remain and not be re-done.
We anticipate that the issues will have already been identified
for nost pending applications other then those that are at the
very beginning of the review process.

6. The "Natural Resource Overlay Map" has been deleted since it
was over broad (covered nost of the study area) therefore is not
useful to prioritize manpower review resources.

7. The "Cunmul ative | npacts"” paragraph has been rewitten to
descri be the use of the predicted future maps within the EIS.
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The five maps depict what the | andscape may or nay not | ook |ike
in 20+/- years and the acconpanying eval uation provides
estimates of acres of wetland fill, area of habitat |ost, and
other issues. |If a project is consistent wth any one of the
five maps, then the potential cunulative effect of this and
future projects can be expected to fall wthin the range of
effects described by the EIS. The issues for which screening
maps are devel oped are those for which the potential cumulative
effects are particularly within the concern to the Corps. By

hi ghl i ghting these issues, there is an increased assurance that
appropriate mtigation actions would be incorporated into the
project to reduce and in sone cases elimnate that project's
contribution to the total potential cunulative effects described
by the ElS.

8. An additional sentence has been added to the "I nmokal ee
Reservation, Sem nole Tribe of Florida" paragraph to reflect
their concern that the Corps is pre-identifying issues within
tribal |ands.

9. The U S. Fish and WIldlife Service has devel oped draft |ocal
operating procedures for several species. These include
informati on and nmaps to screen a project location as well as
suggest ed net hodol ogi es for evaluating the effect of the
project. The process is described by Attachment A of Encl osure
(1). These replace the originally proposed maps and criteri a.
The maps and eval uations are not inconsistent with those in the
El S, although nmuch refined. Those changed are as foll ows.

a. Audubon's crested caracara. Both the revisions and the
ElIS utilize the presence of rangel ands and simlar habitats in
the screening. The revision now provides a "Consultation Area"
map based on known and suspected occurrences in south Florida.
The original screening map i nventoried rangel and t hroughout the
study area, but now the nore likely areas would be in the
agricultural areas at the northeast portion of the study area.
Because the | mmokal ee Area Study (after the EI'S) has produced a
nore refined | and use mappi ng, Corps staff are referred to that
product .

b. Bald eagle. The screening map of known | ocations was

revised with nore recent nest reports. The revised criteria
enphasi ze the inportance of forested canopy near open water.
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c. Red cockaded woodpecker. Both the revision and the EI'S
utilize the presence of pinelands in the screening. The
screening map attenpted to predict |ocations of colonies by
mappi ng contiguous forested | ands that are within dispersal
di stance of known col onies. This was dropped since does not
reflect current practice in consultations.

d. Florida scrub jay. The original screening nap
i nventoried scrub | ands throughout the study area, but that map
has been replaced by one showing nore |ikely locations. The
revision is based on an anal ysis of occupied and potenti al
habi tat throughout south Florida prepared as part of the interim
"CQui delines for assessing mtigation needs for the Florida scrub
jay." However, site-specific information obtained during the
application process will still be reviewed to determ ne the
presence of scrub vegetation, no natter the |ocation.

e. Marshes. Both the revision and the EI'S enphasi ze the
i mportance of short-hydroperiod marshes for Wod stork foraging
habitat. The original screening map inventoried freshwater
her baceous nmarshes based on the South Florida Water Managenent
District |and cover mapping, since that was used for the EIS.
The revision uses the National Wetland Inventory since that was
used by the U S. Fish and Wldlife Service in a post-EIS
consultation. The revised nmap al so shows the "Core Foragi ng
Area" surrounding the currently occupi ed rookeries (covers
al nost the whole EIS study area.) The revisions to the
narrative increase the enphasis on assessing the hydroperiod of
the wetland and notes that any wetland type, not just freshwater
her baceous, that provides foraging is inportant to the Wod
stork.

10. The "Shorebirds" criteria focused on the Piping plover.
Subsequent to the EI'S, the FW5 has designated critical habitat
for this species and this information has been provided in |ieu
of the original map that showed all of the beaches.

11. The "Florida panther” map and criteria have been revised to
reflect recent consultations. A standard |ocal operating
procedure has been issued that identifies a nine county area as
the "consultation action area” w thin which panther habitat may
be found. Biological Opinions since issuance of the EIS
continue to assess project effects on contiguous areas of
forested area, consistent with the analysis found in the EIS.
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The U . S. Fish and wldlife Service continues to work on this
i ssue so anot her revision can be expected soon.

12. The "Water Quality"” map and criteria have been conpletely
revised. The originally proposed criteria asked the applicant
whet her it was practicable to add surface water nanagenent
features that under the State rules would be expected to provide
95% treatment. This has been replaced by a net hodol ogy where
the actual nutrient loads in the stormmvater runoff would be
calculated for the pre- and post- project condition.

13. Several mapped issues have been del eted since they are
considered to be |l ess valuable for formal screening.

a. "Strategic Habitat Conservation Area (SHCA) Lands."
This still has an i nmense potential since, being designed to
enable prioritization of lands for acquisition, it could also
enabl e the Corps to recognize certain |ocations as nore val uabl e
when evaluating the site plans or proposed conpensatory
mtigation. However, these products are not being w dely used
by other prograns and therefore our use nmay result in
i nconsi stency of results.

b. "Wading Bird Rookeries.” These mapped |ocations are
based on site-specific observations and so could give a fal se
sense of security using for new sites. WII continue to rely on
site-specific observations as part of the normal course of
busi ness.

c. "High Proportion Wetland." Due to the inportance of
upl ands, the high proportion of wetland by itself does not
indicate a nore val ued habitat over another site.

d. "Coastal." These |locations are obvious fromthe permt
application so a map was only addi ng work. These vegetation
communities already receive high attention.

14. The "Fl oway" and "Habitat Fragnmentation” sections have
been revised for readability and the assunptions used in the map
added.

15. "Managenent of Preserves" and "Public Acquisition Progran
have been conbined into a "Regionally Significant Natural
Resources.” This is intended to clarify that the Corps review
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is concerned with assessing the effect of the project on natural
resources. The designation/labeling of the land as publicly
owned or proposed does not by itself give weight either for or
against in the decision whether to issue a permt. The title of
the section is taken fromthe nap prepared by the Sout hwest

Fl ori da Regi onal Pl anni ng Council .
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